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PBEFACE 



It Tins ry intention in tliis thesis to present an nriToinsed review 
of tho chronological stops in the dcvolopncnt of the present Defense 
Organization of the United State sj horrover, I found it voiy difficult 
to hoop this objective view during the course of ay research and Trrit- 
ing. Being a part of the Havy, I found qysolf talcing tho Kavy side 
in the fight over unification, and being an adinircr of tho late lir, 
Forrostal, I found ryself taiciag Ms side, Althcwgh this bias of mine 
doninatod ry thinking, I tried not to let it doninato ry njriting. In 
short, I tried to present the facts as I saw then and not as I would 
like to have seen then through eyes blurred with bias, loyalty and 
prejudice, 

Tho bibliography is not neant to be all-inclusive, as a large 
volune of icaterial has been iTritten on the subject, especially tho 
unification phase. I found considerable of tho natcrial had been 
heavily slanted toward either the Arny or llavy view. I selected only 
sufficient baclcground material to bring out the basic issues and oppos- 
ing viewpoints in each step of the evolution of the Defense Organisation, 
!fy purpose in writing this thesis was twofold: first, to satisfy 
one of the requirenents for a Master* s Degree, and second, to build a 

backgroimd of loicwledge and to set a point of departTire from which to 

0 

study the "Evolution of the Organization of the Navy Department," 
which I intend to propose as ry second term thesis. 

And why those ti 70 studies? During a tour of duty in tho Pentagon, 



il 



ill 



I T«*as brought into contact vd-th the Organizations of Defense, A3rcy and 
Air Force, as a result of ry duties in opnav and additional duty on 
the staff of tlie Joint Cliiofs of Staff. Fron tliis contact grew a de- 
sire to hotter understand the Organisations of Defense, Any and Air 
Force, as well as ly cmn Ilavy Dcpait33cnt, 
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Chapter I 



HITROITUCTIOII 

Tho Departnont of Defense Organization of the United States, as 
it is IziOun today, has developed in four basic steps. Those milestones 
of evolution are; 

1, Pre World Far II caganisation 

2, World War II temporary ozganisation 

3* Unification 

U» Post Unification nodifications 

The early histoiy of tho national defense organisation is both 
varied and colorful. Sorprisingly enough, tro had \inification at tho 
beginning, -rfhoxi the Ilavy vras under the War Deportioent, 

Hoarevor, tho most l:qjorbant precedent set at the beginning of o-jt 
National Defense Organization Trao that of civilian control. Civilian 
leadership over our military forces \Tas provided by the Constitution: 
"The President sliall bo Carsnandor in Chief of the Arry and Navy of the 
Ifclted States, end of the militia of tho several states, “Hhcn called 
into the actual service of the United States. "V In addition to this 
Constitutional provision, George Washington extended civilian control 
by appointing a civilian as the first Secretary of War. The principle 
of civilian control of the military has continued to this day in all 
aspects of tho Defence Depait-mcnt Organization, This principle has 
been the niajor notivating influence in the evolution of tho Department 



1 U. S. Constitution. Article 2, Paragraph 2. 



of Defense Organisation. As Trill be seen in Chapter 17, this principle 
not only notivated for unification, bat at the sare tine irdtigated 
against unification. 

"With the establish lent of the Ilavy as a separate Department, the 
hicrtoiy of the Defense OrgaiTlzatlan. until TTorld War II ia the history 
of the separate Departments of War and Ilayy. 

The second phase of the o\t)luticn of the national Defense Organi- 
zation occurred during TTorld War II vrhen TUiification had its begirjdng 
in fact if not in none. President RoossT-elt appointed Admiral William 
D, Leahy as the Cliief of Staff to the CozEncndcr-In-Chiof, to assist hia 
in co-ordinating the I'ilitaiy efforts of the War and llaTy Departments. 

A second major step towai'ds \mification during this phase T,as the estab- 
lishncnt of and successful operation of vmified comrands of ground, air 
and na-val forces. A third major step during this pl:aEe fras the gradual 
ovolution of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Other sveps during tliis phase 
T?cre taken in the creation of government agencies, such as the War Prod- 
uction Board, to integrate the military effort vrith the civilian effort. 

The tliird plaaso in the evolution of the Defense Organization ttcis 
the debate on Unification in 19li^-6-7 the eventual passing of the 
National Sccirrity Act of 2$h7» Tlic basic feat’ores of the Act ot©.miod 
from the Eberstadt Report •nhidi vras prepared b7 the request of Secretary 
of the Navy Forrcstal. The Act established the National Uilitaiy Estab- 
lishment Tjith a Secretary of Defense as a coordinator, ani throe Depart- 
ments of Aimy, Navy and Air Tslth Secretaries as Cabinet members vrith 
direct access to the President. In addition, the Act created the Depaart- 
nent of Air Force, National Security Council, the Central IntelUgenco 
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Agency, the National Securities Hesources Board, the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, the Joint Staff, the Manitions Boao:^, and the Research and Dov- 
eloprcnt Board. Several of the above had been in existence and merely 
had their names changed or Tfresre legally recc^nized. The National 
Security Act of 19U7 tras an epoch milestone in the history of the De- 
fense Organization of this country. 

The fourth and final phase in the devclopcncnt of our Defense Org- 
anization is the post unification period (l?!*? to date) in tshich the 
National Security Act of 191*7 has been modified by the amendments of 
I9U9 aiid 1952 and the Reorganization Plan Itoriber Six of 30 June 19^3* 
The major effect of these amendments has been to increase the civilian 
control over the nilitasy by centralization of more povrer in the office 
of the Secretaiy of Defense. Of major inteiest to the Navy Graduate 
ComptroUorship Class is the addition of the Comptrollership function 
in the Defense 03:ganization by the addition of the Title 17 to the 
National Security Act of 19U7* 



Chapter H 



DEFENSE ORGAinZATIOII PRK® TO WORLD WAR II 



The Defence Organisation of the United States prior to World V/ar II 
iras a two-departrncnt system composed of the War and Hayy Depaarfcments 
■with the exception of a short period in the early histoiy of the coantry 
(1789 to 1797) "nhen "the War Department contained both the Any and the 
Navy. Thus the history of the Itefenso Organization prior to World War 
H is the separate histories of the War and llaTy Depaitraents# An to- 
portant exception to this generalization is the establishment of "the 
philosophy of ciidlian control of the military organization as noted 
in Chapter I, 

In general, the history of the War Departrjent iras an evolutionary 
process accelerated by irars in -sdiich a decentralized organization •was 
centralized under the gcneinl staff concept. Major General ITelson has 
fuUy chronicled this evolution in his excellent book, '’National Secur- 
ity and the General Staff.” A resume* of his ■vievrs on this evolution 
are quoted? 

"Throrishout our nation* s history, oiir organisation for national 
defense has been so shackled in the grip of the past, that at times 
nothing short of catastrophe could release it. It tod: the disgraceful 
e-ronts of the Spanish-Anerican War cortoined -with the heroic efforts of 
a groat Secretary of War, Elihu Root, to establish a General Staff to 
plan for the future. And it took fi've years to put that basic idea 
across. During World War I it rras not until the Tihole supply estab- 
lishment Tras about to break da'm that acticai was taken to reorganize 
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Industrial nobilization \mdor Boinard Baruch and the supply sot— up in 
the War Dcpartiaait and the Amy under General Goethals, After World 
War I, it took two years and General Pershing’s prestige to secure the 
national Defense Act of 1920. In World War II, it took the Pearl Har- 
bor tragec^ to precipitate effective action to reoiganizo the War Do- 
partnent and to constitute at lease a senblance of necessary top nach— 
inery, the Joint Chiefs of Staff organization.”^/ 

The Havy Departrjcnt has naintainod its decentralised organization 
since the establishinent of the bureau system in I81i2. The irajor changes 
ill this organization have continued this policy of decentralization 
by creating the offices of the Chief of Naval Operations, Industrial 
Relations, Naval ^tcrial. Naval Research, Judge Advocate General, 
General Counsel, Analysis and Review, Petroleum and Oil Shale Reserve, 
and Co::ptroller. 

A detailed history of the evolution of the Navy Department Organi- 
zation by the emrinont naval historian S. E. Horlson is given in Ferdi- 
nand Iborstadt’s book on the ”Uhification of the War and Navy Depart- 
r«nts and Postwar Organization for National Defense." 

The organizational philosophy of the Arry, of centralized civilian 
rosponsibillty, authority and contrail in the Secretary of War, ivith the 
single lino of authority through the Chief of Staff, emd the Havy organ- 
izational philosophy of centralized civilian responsibility in the Sec- 
retary of the Navy, -with decentralized authority and control in the 



2 Ilajor General Otto Lauron Nelson, Jr,, U. S. Amy (Rot.) -"National' 
Security and the Gonoral Staff" (l7ashington. Infantry Journal Press, 
Wl;6), p. 569 



Tmricfus bureaus cjid offices, TrLtb no sin;;:le rdlitaxy officer respon- 
sibility, led to the difference of opinion as to horr the Defense Org- 
anisation ras to be unified. !Tho Anry isanted a single Dex>a3rtaent of 
Defense and the Navy •wanted a Federation. 

This conflict of philosophies continues to tliis day. 



Chapter IH 



DSFEirSS OmAIIIZATIOII DUnriG \70?JD WAR u 

The Defense Organization at the advent of World Far II too the 
two ceparate Dopartnents of War and Kavy coordinated by the President 
uith national policy leadership in the State Department* The shock of 
Pearl Harbor changed this situation in two Tvays; one vrao the reorgani- 
sation of the Havy and War Departments end the second tkxs the cstablish- 
laent of organisational machinery to coordinate the defense effort. 

This failure to be ready for World War H Trith a Defense Ox^anisatic»i 
capable of fighting it, sot the stage for later demands for unification* 

The Nai/y Department tos the first to fool the change; 

"King TOS, • .ffunmonod to Wasldngton, end, arriving Tuesday morn- 
ing, l6 Deceebor* • *tos taJeen to tho White Flouse by the Secretary, 
and two days later, on the eighteenth. President Roosevelt issued Ei:- 
ecutive Order 8981; * Prescribing the Duties of tho Comrnnder-in-Chlcf, 
United States Fleet and the co-operative Duties of the Chief of llaval 
Operations,*, , , 

"It provided that the Comnander-in-Chief, United States Fleet, 

* shall have suprenc cocinand of the operating forces* « .and shall be 
directly responsible, under tho general direction of the Secrctaiy of 
the llavy, to the President of tho United States,* 

"A radical change in naval administration was accorplished by this 
order* As will bo recalled from earlier cloapters, the authority of the 
Chief of llaval Operations, having never been precisely defined, had been 
the subject of much controversy and dcliboration, Tho 191^ legislation 
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creatine the orfico had provided that ho tmder the direction 

of tile Scci'etary, bo charged vath the operations of the fleet, and v.ith 
the preparation and readiness of plans for its use in xrar. ’ But neither 
this lanr, nor any subsequent one, had given him authority over the bur- 
eaus of the Ilavy Dcpartrxnt that built, manned, supplied, and maintained 
the fleet. During more than a quarter of a century the great majoiity 
of the Chiefs of Haval Operations had felt the inconsistency of this 
situation, end had become convinced that the powers of the office should 
extend over the activities of the bureaus, 

”, • ,0n 12 March, President Roosevelt issued Ezecutive Oilier 9096 
providing that 'tlie duties of the Commandor-in-Chlef, United States 
Fleet, and tho duties of the Qiief of Haval Operations may bo combined 
and devolve on one officer, . ,v?ho shall bo tho principal naval advisor 
e^aicutivQ to the Socrctary of tiie llavy on the conduct of the Naval 
Establishment, , ,As Chief of Naval Operations, , .shall be charged, 
under tho direction of the Sccretaiy of tho Navy, . ,vrith the coordina- 
tion and direction, , ,of the bureaus and offices of the Navy Depart- 
ment, •"3/ 

The Navy Department continued to operate under these tiiro executive 
orders throughout the T-nr as a highly centralized organisation undor 
the Secretary and his military executive. Fleet Admiral King. 

Tho Department of War reorgaJiised in 19^2, in a similar effort to 
translate into a vrorkable %rarti'no organization. 

Early Februaiy 19U2 also saw the evolution of organizational moans 

3 E. J. King and W. M. Bhitehill. "Fleet Admiral lOng,” (New York, W, W. 

Norton and Company, Inc,, 19E>2) pp, 3U9-356 
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to coordinate the defense effort. One of these actions established 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff. An Arcy version of Ihis evolution follows: 

"The Joint Chiefs of Staff organisation emerged because some agency 
of the sort 'was essential in our dealings "with the British - and in de- 
termining quickly over-all lailitaiy policy and strategy. General Itar- 
shall accompanied the President in his meetings with the British Prime 
Minister and the British Chiefs of Staff in August I9J4I and in Decciaber 
I9I4I and Januaiy I9U2. Although admittedly an overstatement, there is 
a basis for the allegation that the necessity for allied unity of action 
and coordination forced the Any, the Ha-vy, and the Air Forces to devise 
a speedier and more cffecti”ve means of collaboration. Certainly Joint 
Any-lla'vy Boards did already exist but they Tfcrc inadequate. 

"Curiously, -the organisation of the Joint Chiefs of Staff just 
grew. La rcccgnition perhaps of the delicate si-tuation that arises 
■whan jealously guarded perogatives elbow one another, there •was no gen- 
eral understanding on the part of anyone on "what constituted the articles 
of organization or -the charter of the Joint Chiefs of S'taff , It i7as 
probably better that these were left unsaid or at least xinad'vcrtisod, 
and that the organization and proccduro ■vvero permitted to o-vol-ve grad- 
ually,"^ 

A Ha-vy version of the same event in history: 

"One might gather from arguments heard later, -when the so-called 
Unification Bill tras being considered by Congress, that there never bnd 
been any real co-operation between the Any and Kavy, The truth is that 



U llelson. On, Cit, p, 397 
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Eany probleias conmon trO both oci’vices had been solved satisfactorily 
throiigh the operation of a Joint Board rrhich dated back to 1903* The 
President, foreseeing that events probably •wo\ild i::ako it necessary for 
hln to csercise his Constitutional parrers as Corimander-in-Chief of the 
Arsjed Forces, had the Joint Baard placed under his direction in 1939« 

", , ,Tlfhen Prime Minister Churchill and his aides car.e to TiTashing- 
ton shortly after the t^ar began in Decosfcer 19i»l, it Tras apparent that 
the Joint Board had to be revised, given core power, and placed on a 
basis Tdiere it could voiic side by side Tdth the already functioning 
British Chiefs of Staff, Thus vns created the Anorican Joint Chiefs 
of Staff, which held its first meeting in Febroaiy, 19U2, and which 
absorbed the functions of the old Joint Board, 

"The Joint Chiefs became the principal agency for Arry-rlavy-Air 
Force coordination. Its duties during the -war Trero never defined pre- 
cisely, I have heard that in some file there is a, , .raemorandun from 
Roosevelt, setting up the Joint Chiefs, but I never sav; it. . .The 
Joint Chiefs of Staff Tras an instrument of the Connrandcr-in-Chief and 
nas responsible to him, I tras his representative on that body. As 
senior officer present, I presided at its meetings, prepared the agenda, 
and signed all the major papers and decisions."^/ 

In addition to the establishment of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, Co- 
ordination of the defense effort was the appointDont of Fleet Admiral 
Leahy as Chief of Staff to the Coix'ander-in-Chicf on July 20, 19h2 fol- 
lowing the suggestion of General -larshall. The moot important function 

^ Fleet Admiral Uillian D. Lealy, "I T/as There" (llcvr York, VJhittlesey 
House, UcGraw-Hill Book Company, Inc., 19^) pp, 101-102 
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of the Chief of Staff Trao: 

”thc nointainlng of daily liaison botvsrocn the President and the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, It Tras ry job to pass on to the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff tho basic thinlcing of the President on all -rar plans and 
strategy. In. turn I brought back frcaa the Joint Chiefs a concensus 
of 1heir thinking, “V 

In addition to the internal rcoiganiaationol efforts in the TTar 
end llavy Deisartnents and the establishrant of the Joint Chiefs and 
Staffs and Fleet Adairal Leahy as Chief of Staff to the Cornandcr-in- 
Chief, there -rrere isiaorous other agencies evolved bo c emaciate the 
civiliaix and the defense effort during the “war. 



6 Ibid, p, 101 



Chapter IV 



UIHFICATIOI-I 

Tho fo’rrth 3nd iar,jor phase of the evolution of the Defense Oi^- 
anization ■nus liio so-called Unification of the Araed Forces. As **7ill 
be seen later in this chapter, "tmification" is tho corrxjn teiTi used 
to descid.be tho total Defense Oremization established by tho national 
Security Act of 19h7, 

As early as 30 Aujjast, 19hhf Scci'ctaiy of tho Navy Forrostal Tirote: 

I 

"The question of a single Departnent of Defense. I do not think for 
a Ewraent re can take this Ughtly, and I have so told Adrdral King. "7/ 

On 18 April, 19h$ Soci’etaiy Forrcstal and AdidLral Iving had a 
Rocting TTith President Trunen, ai*ter vixich the Secretary vrrote: 

"Sizzle PonartTnent of Dcfcn.se ; I made the suggestion that he i*o- 
read tho llorrofr Board Report Tdth the thought that this fora Edght be 
foUorwed in the study of tho dcsirabilily of consolidating the tvm 
Services."®/ 

On 9 Jfcy, 19h$ Forresbal had a luncheon for Adriral King, Genci^ 
Marahall and Harry Hopkins: 

"The purpose of that lunch ira.n to e3q)lorc Tdth King and Marshall 
the poscibiliiy of the kray and Navy reaching an agreement as to the 
fora of our postnar national defense. 

"• . .Ifarsliall. • .said that ho vas unshakably coa'dttod to the 



7 W^altcr Ilillis (Ed.), "Tho Forrcstal Diaries" (llcvr Yoiic, Tlxo Viking 
Press, 19^1) p. 9 

8 Ibid, p. Co 
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thecis of a single civilian Secretary ^vith a single rdlitaiy Chief of 
Staff* • • 

"I said tint the Ilavy coaid not concur in the conception of a 
single departiacat but v.x>nld go a long Txoys to r^^ct tin Area’s vienr on 
any reasonable systcaa of cooperation and coordination, ’’9/ 

On ligr Ip, 19h$, in a letter to Cocrctaxy of the Uavy Porrestal, 
Senator David I. T/alsh, Chaiiinan, Cor£ri.ttce on Naval Affairs, stated; 

"I feel quite sure you T.ill agree Td.th ne that the effective 
nethods of coordination developed by tiic Aray, the Havy, and the Air 
Forces, during the present Trair should be continued in the post'.’.nr era. 
It is realized that riaiy good argunjcnts can be presented both for and 
against a consolidation of the prese:at War and Navy Deportnents into 
a Depaartnent of National Defense TTith sub-departaents for land, naval, 
and air forces. I aa not convinced, hovrever, such a consolidation is 
the best possible solution to the problen of coordinating o’ur defense 
efforts.”^/ 

Senator \Talsh then gave the pros and cons of a single Deportricnt 
of Defense as ho saw it and suggested as an alternative to Unification 
that a Council on National Defense bo created '.Tith the follorring stand- 
ing co:xdttco3 in a staff capacity; 

1, Joint Chiefs of Staff 

2, Research Com:d.tteo 

3* Procurcnient Comittee 

9 y>id , p. Co 

10 I'c^inand Ebei*sta^t, ”Unification of T7ar and Navy Department and 
Postwar Organisation for National Defense" (V/aohington, D. C,, U. S, 
Government Printing Office, 19k^) p. HI 



r 




U. Gon"J.tteo on laiitary Personnel 
5, Coinittec on Civil Personnel 

Senator Wclbli concluded liis letter r.s follovrs: ”1 suggest that 70U 

consider the question of harlnc: the IJavy Dea’art’ncnt rxJce a thorough 
stv/^y of this subject to deterr-dne T/hethcr or not it vraald be desir- 
able for it to propose the Gstablislirsarb of a Coicicil on llationiL De- 
fense as an alternative to the pi\>posDl nor pending that the krwi' snd 
lla^ Departnents bo consolidated into a Departeent of national Defense*"^/ 
Secretary Forrcstal replied In letter to Senator TTalsh on 1-ay 
27, 19 in part as foUors: ”Your point of viefr? corresponds sub- 

stantially to rhat is tal:ing shape in Ofvai rdnd, nanely, that the 
ITavy Dopertnont cannot be in the position of iseroly talring the nega- 
tive in this discussion, hat on the contrary rust cone up rlth posi- 
tive and constructive rccoinsendations. Certainly there arc nany gains 
in Ansy-Ilavy cooperation T.hich have developed in this t5ar and -diich 
shiOuld not ho lost, Outsido of the purely cdlitcry area, tliere rero 
great lessons learned in the process of robilizing the Nation’s re- 
sources for tair which shoxild be carefully recorded; the rechanians of 
securing and keeping un to date the infernatien of our industidal capa- 
city, i*avv material stockpiles, etc., should be kept in being, 

Shortly thereafter, on Juno I9, I9U!; Secretary Forrestal woto 
I4r, Ferdinand Foerstadt asking hin to malcc a stui, and prepare a re- 
port: 

”, • ,with recomendations on the follcr.dng mtters: 
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”1* Woxild unification of tho War and Navy Depart;:.ents under a 
single head irnprove our national security? 

”2. If not, Tdiat changes in the present relationships of the 
Eiilitary services and departrients has our war ezpcrionce indicated as 
desirable to inprove our national security? 

”3* What fom of postwar organization should be established and 
naintained to enable the military services and other governmental de- 
partoents and agencies most effectively to provide for and protect our 
national security?"^/ 

In vieffJ' of tho magnitude of the job and tho limited time available, 
Mr* Eberstadt broke dewn the subject matter into topics and assigned 
one individual responsibility of collecting and evaluating the back- 
ground Information and facts from published and unpublished doexments 
and reports and from correspondence and interviews while at the same 
time retaining full responsibility for the studies and for the conclu- 
sions and recoEEiondations, 

On conclusion of the study, lir. Eberstadt forwai*dGd his repoii> to 
Secretary Forrestal on September 25, 19U5 as an enclosure to a letter 
In which he stated: 

’’Military efficiency is not the only condition which should in- 
fluence the form of our postwar military organization. To be acceptable, 
ar^ such organization must fall wdihin the framework of our traditions 
and customs. It must be of such size and nature as to connand public 
support. It must be a±ned at curing the weaknesses disclosed in -Uio 
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late wars. And finally, it mst be conducive to fostering those pol- 
icies and objectives Trhich contribute to the service and protection of 
our national security. • .The militaiy services are but a part of the 
natioiial nachinery of peace or trar. An effective national security 
policy calls for active, intiiaate and continuous relationships not 
alone bottreen military services themselves, but also bettreon the mil- 
itary services and many other departments and agencies of genrernaent. 

". • .We have attempted to sketch the major oiganizations and re- 
lationships -Rhich arc involved in promoting the maintenance of peace 
or, in default of this. In marshalling our national resources fully, 
promptly, and effectively in our defense. 

•^e have suggested new organizational forms responsible to our now 
world position, our new international obligations, and the new techno- 
logical developments emerging from the T7ar. 

“Throughout this report, we have kept in mind two major conditions 
precedent to effective operation of any form of organisation: 

"1. That all organisational forms must remin sufficiently flex- 
ible not only to permit, but to encourage, such changes in method and 
policy as arc necessary to meet changing conditions. 

”2* That experience does not indicate, nor study disclose, any 
organizational substitute for alert and competent men in positions of 
au-Uaority and responsibility. 

". . .Delivery of this report cc«istitutes fulfillment of the task 
outlined in your letter."^/ 
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On October 18, 19k^ Secretaiy Forrestal enclosed a copy of the 
Eberstadt report in a letter to Senator l.'alsh In ivhich he said; 

• ,A great laany of the opinions being voiced cki both sides of 
this question Trere based upon exbrciaeiy broad generalizations concern- 
ing the experience of this country during the Tjar or upon a purely 
prior reasoning, l^y ovm mind •was not nearly so clear on the natter 
except that I -was and I am ceriiain that it is one of the gravest im- 
portance to the Nation and one that shaald not be resolved Tirithout the 
most painstalcing and crdiaustive examinaticxr of all the facts bearing 
upon the problem, 

"His report, . .brings to the f oi« maiy factual considerations 
irhich have tended to bo all too easily overlooked in such public dis- 
cussions of the natter. »1^/ 

On 20 December, l^lj.^ President Truman sent a message to the 79th 
CongTCss calling for coi^olidation of the arrasd forces and the creation 
of a single Dopartrent of Defense. This z'equest resulted in the creation 
of a special sub-conmittoc of the Senate IHlitaiy Affairs Committee to 
■nrito a bill for the unification of the Armed Forces. The resultant 
bill (knoRn as the Thoms BUI, named af'ber Senator Elbert D. Thomas 
of Utah) -was introduced to Congress on 9 April 19 U6, This Bill pro- 
vided for a relatively centralized Department of Defense headed by a 
Secretary, UndcivSecretary, and four functional assistant Secretaries, 
and -nith throe Secretaries for War, Air, and Navy, 

Hearings started on the Thomas Bill on 1 liiy, 19U6. 
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•'TxiesQ hearings, conducted in public through the first Trocks of 
May, iEDediately brought the fires of controversy, v;hich had boen 
iKoldeidrg beliind tho curtains of official roticcnce, to a fine blase. 
Forrestal appeared before the co^ratteo on Hay 1. • *1113 central point 
Tfsas that the Thorias Bill, tdiile setting up an oa^ganisational structure, 
had not really thought through any of the specific and very practical 
problerjs of organization "riLth vhich that structure -would have to dealj 
though mch more elaborate -than tho single proposals originally ad- 
vanced by tho Arny, it still rested on the premise of *rcerge now and 
oiganize later. 

It -was obvious at this time that the President’s messjjge -bo Con- 
gress on 20 December, 19h$ was sent vri-bhout agreement vrithin his admln- 
is-tration on the inethod of unification. In view of the controversy 
raging duo to tho opon hearings on the Thoms Bill, President Truman 
called a TJhite House confercnco on 13 1?U6 of his civilian and 

lailitary leaders of Ms defense oiganization. 

"The President said ho ivould lilce the Amy and Ka-vy -bo get -to- 
gether "bo identify their points of agroenent and disagreement -Mth re- 
gard to l^islation looking to coordination of the -two Depai*tncnts. 

He said ho -was not prejudiced in favor of ono Sorvico or tho other — 
viiiat he -wanted -was a balanced system of national defense -M-th parti- 
cular reference to the In-bcgration of -the budget. • . 

"Tlio President aclcod Adrdral Leahy Ms yIgvts and Adiniral Leahy 
said he -tliought somo-bhing could bo -woriced out provided the proposed 



IS Op. Cit . p. 1^9 
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bill eli'Anated the siiigle ( 3 hiof of Staff* Ho said his experience dur- 
ing the ■R^ar liad convinced him tliat the idea of a single Chief of Staff 
was dangerous* • ,Ad:.dral Leahy added that he thought the sphere of act- 
ivities of naval aviation could bo worked out by agreement. On the fut- 
ure position and scc^ of the activities of the irarines, he stated that 
he was inclined to agree with the views of General Eisenhower* • .(that 
while he did not favor rcainbaining two different armies with the sane 
missions, he woold be the last to advocate the 'abolition’ of the lixr- 
ines*) 

* 1 'Hien the President asked the Secretary of War for his coimaents, 
Patterson replied* • *that he stiU felt the greatest efficiency would 
be obtained hy the formation of a single Deparbrxsnt, with a single Sec- 
retary and a single Chief of Staff* • * 

*'. * *(Thls meeting represented a decisive victory for Forrestal, 
largely reversing the effects of the defeat he had suffered in Decem- 
ber with the President's initial message on unification. . .Eis chosen 
tactics of patient pressure, persuasion, and, above all, a thorough 
groundiixj in the essentials of the problem and a complete understanding 
of all the factors that were in it, had paid off. The President had 
core ar-ound to view that a single Chief of Staff was 'dangerous'. . • 

If in the end Forrestal was largely the winner in the imification fight, 
it was because he had thought more deeply, because he liad enlisted Eber- 
stadt and others to think for him, because he had looked at the real and 
central p 3 ?oblems involved rather than accepted quick solutions which 
under the test of tiiao and events co\xld not stand. 



17 Hillis, Op. Cit. pp. 16O-I62 
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FoUovt± 32 ti’-is r’-oeting -sriuh "uhc President, the Ilavy and. Arr^ 
civilian and rllitaiy leaders got togetlier to try and roach a corpro- 
ridse solution to the unification prohlesi to ineet the President’s dead- 
line of liay 31» As a result, the areas of diffci'cnces wore narravaed. 
The Arry acceded to the idea of a CcRincil of Corarjon Defense (ITational 
Security Coisncil), a National Security Resources Board, a Ccaitral 
Intelligence Agency, and a Ilxnitions Boai'd and gave up pressing for a 
single Departnent of Defense with a Chief of Staff for the Secretary 
of Defense and a straight line of coanEnd of the Service Deparb?aents. 
lUie only rc!r:3ining mjor point of difference was the povrors to be giv- 
en to the Secretary cf Defense, i*e», coordination (Havy view) versus 
adrdnistratlvo control (Arry viow), linor points of difforcnco vrero 
the Arry’s resistance cn the Air Force responsibility for all air re- 
sources and liiaited functions of the liirino Corps, It is interesting 
to note that the Navy not only opposed giving up its air arn to the new 
Air Force but also to the Arry ’ s idea of giving up its onn troop sup- 
port- air am to the now Air Force. 

On 31 Jjay, 19h6 the Secretaries of Nar and Navy wrote a jojjit 
letter to the President outlining the areas of agi*ecjaent and disagree- 
Ecnt, 

On 15 Juire, 19lj)6 President Truraan x.Tobo a letter to Congress Iriy- 
ing denm a twelve point program on which unification should be csteb- 
lished. Ilcrrover, Congi'css convened vd.thout tdclng action on unifica- 
tion* 

On 16 January, 19U7j the Secretaries of Var and Navy sent a joint 
letter to President Trunan reconciling Arry and Navy views on the int- 
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egration of the Anaed Services* 

On 26 February 19h7, the I*resiclcnt forvv'ardod a unification bill 
(S 7^0) to the Senate, heaving been drafted by the represeatativea of 
the ai*i 2 ed services and iiaving the eji/proTal of the Sccrotarios of 'War 
and ITavy end the Joint Chiefs of Staff. This Bill rac referred to the 
Coinndttoe on Arr-ied Services on 3 ifcrch, 19lt7* 

Hearing started on lO Harch, 19li7 flJ'-d lasted ton rreeks, afforded 
a full oppoi-tunity to the representatives of all govemrsent departnentc 
and ag' 2 ncies and to all private citisens to bo heard. This public 
heai*ing yias follo>v;od by executive sessions of the Aaracd Services Goni-v- 
itteo stai’ting cxi 20 Hay, 19U? vrhlch culminated in a vote of 12 to 0 
for the bin on U June 19li7* 

On 2^ J\xly 19li7 Congress passed the national Security Act of 19li7 
(Public Law 2^3 - 80th Congress). On 26 July 19 U7 President Trunan 
signed this act and at the saiae tiKe signed an Executive Order defer- 
ring the roles and missions of the Services and appointed Secretary of 
the Havy Forrest al as the first Secretary of Defense, 

In tonas of the Senate Report; 

•'This act Ixas been designed to provide a corprehonsivo program for 
the future security of the United States. It c’oes tlxLs by provisions 
involving three levels of the Govenxscrrt. On the highest level, under 
the irmodiate supervision of the President, it provides for the ostab— 
lislinent of ir.tegrated policies end procedures for the dopartmnts, 
agencies and functions of the Government relating to the national Sec- 
urity, On a loiver level, it provides for three independently admini- 
stered rilitayy departments, end provides further for their authorl- 
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tative ccorililiatio:! and unified dLrec.ion, bui rot ixx'gcr, luitier civ- 
ilian control. FinaHj", on the rilitaiy level, it provides for the 
effective otretegic direction of the An/zd Forces, for tlieir operation 
under unified control, rnd for tlioir integration iiito aji efficient team 
of land, naval, and air fox'cos, 

••Stiidies node, • .sIiott the need for close end continuo*as coordi- 
nation on a high lovel rdtliin the Govoiwicnt of axe donostic, foreign, 
and mlitary policies, for an appropriate intelligence organization to 
serve both military and civilian agencies of security, and for vastly 
irproved planning for control and utilizat5-on of our natural and indus- 
trial resources iI^ tine of emer’gency, 

In brief, tiie national Security Act of 19hl provided i 
Sec, 2 Declaration of Policy 

litle I Coordination for National Security 
Sec. 101 national Security Council 

Coq-)osed of the Pi-csident, the Secretary of State, the 
Sccx’etaay of Defense, the Socrotarios of the Arry, Navy, 
and Air Force, and Chaiman of the national Securities 
Resources Board and such other merabers as tlie President 
ray designate. An advisory body to the Piucidcnt rith 
I'cspcct to the Integration of donestic, foreign, and Ed.1- 
itary policies, so avS to enable the nilitoiy sexviccs 
and the other doparbrents and agencies of the Govormnent 



10 U. S, Congress, "Senate Cennittoe on Araned Services P.eport on the 
national Security Act of 19 U?" (Vfashington, D. C., U, S. Govem- 
rjsnt Printing Office) p. l5 
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to cooporate more cffecti-vely in matters Involving nat- 
ional sec'ority. 

Sec, 102 Central Intelligence Agency- 

Under the National Security Council with supcrvisoiy 
authority and responsibility -then exercised by the Nat- 
ional latelligence Authority created by Executive Order 
of the President, 

Sec. 103 National Security Resources Board 

To advise the President concerning the coordination of 
military, industrial, and ci-yilian mobilization and thus 
provide hin and the IT, S, C, with a saind and realistic 
basis on -which to evaluate -the objccti-ves, comnit-tments, 
and risks they must consider in connection -ni-bh our daa- 
ostic, military, and foreign policies. 

Title H - The National liLlitaiy Establishment 

Sec, 201 National Military Establishment 

A National Military Establislraent consisting of the De- 
partments of tho Aray, Ha-vy, and Air Force, together -with 
cor*tain agencies to assist in tho coordination of the acb- 
i-vities of -these Departments - headed by the Secretary of 
Defense to: 

"1, Establish general policies and programs for the 
National Military Establishment and for an departments and 
agencies therein. 

*2, Exercise general direction, authority, and con- 
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trol orer such deparbrjents and agencies# 

••3# Talce appropriate steps to olinlnate \mnecess- 
ary duplication or overlapping in the fields of prociu^e- 
rent, supply, transportation, storage, health, and re- 
search, 

”U# Supervise and coordinate the preparation of 
the budget estinates of the departraeaits and agencies con- 
prising the National Military Establishncnt: fomulate 
and determine the biidgot estimates for submittal to the 
Bureau of the Budget 3 and supervise the budget pre^rams 
of such departments and agencies under the applicable 

19/ 

appropriatim Act#** 

Sec# 203 Military Assistants to the Secretaaiy 

"Officers of the Armed Services may be detailed to duty 
as assistants and personal aides to the Seciretary of 
Defense, but he shall not establish a military staff# 

Sec# 20I1 Civilian Personnel 

Three special assistants. 

Sec# 205 Department of the Amy 

Changed name from Department of fTar. 

Sec# 206 Department of the Ilavy 

Naval aviation integrated rrith the naval service# 
Navy responsible for naval reconnaissance, anti- 
Eubnsarinc rrarfare, and protection of shipping# 

Marine Corps to develop landing force arphibious 



19 "National Security Act of 19 U 7 ” 

20 Ibid# 
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operations. 

Sec, 207 Departnent of the Air Force 

Established as an executive department. 

Sec, 208 United States Air Force 

Composed of the former Arry Air Forces, the Air Corps, 

U, S, Anny and General Hcadquaxtors, Air Force (Air 
Force Coribat Connand), 

Sec, 209 Effective &ite of Transfer 
Sec, 210 War Council 

To advise the Secretary of Defense on matters of broad 
policy relating to the armed services, Corposed of the 
Secretary of Defense as cliairrsan irith powers of decision, 
the Secretaries of the Arsy, ITavy and Air Force, the 
Chiefs of Staff of the Asnty and Air Force, and the Chief 
of Kaval Operations, 

Sec, 211 Joint Chiefs of Staff 

To consist of Chief of Staff, U, S, Amy, Chief of Haval 
Operations, Chief of Staff, U, S, Air Force and the Chief 
of Staff to the Corrander-in-Chief, if there is one. 
Duties; to prepare strategic and Ic^istic plans, estab- 
lish unified commands, formulate policies for joint train- 
ing of the military forces and for coordinating the edu- 
cation of ncarbors of the military forces, to review mat- 
erial and personnel requirements of the Armed Forces, 



provide military representation in the United Nations, act 
as principal military advisors to the Pi*esident and Sec- 
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retaiy a£ Defenso, 

Sec. 212 Joint Staff 

Operating nnder a Director - total not to exceed 100 - 
cor^iosed of approximtely eqtial numbers of officcra from 
each of the three armed services. 

Sec. 213 ittuniticas Board 

Replaced Joint kray and Navy Munitions Board 
Sec. 2lU Research and Development Board 

Replaced the Joint Research and Development Board 

Title in - lliscellaneous 
Sec. 301 to 3H« 



Chapter 7 



POST UlOTICATIOII UODIFICATIOliS 

The fomth and final phase of the evolution of tho Defense Organi- 
zation rras the nodifications of the unified organization established hy 
the National Secitidty Act of 19h7» These nodifications xrore: 

National Secinri-ty Act Anendtaents of 19h9 

National Security Act Aiaendraonts of 19^2 

Reorganization Plans 3 and 6 of 19^3 

As seen in tho previous chapter, the National Security A.ct of 19h7 
(connonly called the Unification Act) ixas based on tho Navy^s theory of 
organizationj contraliscd responsibility (Secretary of Defesase) and de- 
centralised authority (Departnent^s of Airy, Navy, €uad Air Force, Jami- 
tions Boa,rd, Research and Development Board, National Resources Board, 
etc.) It rrais xbat Forrestal had runted as a result of tho Eberstadt 
Report, 

Boring tho reraindcr of 19U7 and the year of 19l;8, Foirostal grad- 
ually got the cceqplicated Dcfcaise Organization in noticai, based on tho 
philosophy of naking changes only rhere needed and not just for tho sake 
of mking a change. Certain minor deficiencies in the Organization cane 
to tho surface, ouch as the overlapping of the various boards* But the 
major deficiency in the organisation turned out to bo centered in tho 
Secretary of Defense — ho did not have the authority to natch his re- 
sponoibiliiy. The vehicle to prove this organisation dilenna to Forres- 
tal ras tho Defense budget* 

Another area of indecision in the Defense Organisation ras the cub- 
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ject of roles and rdssions. Congress had puiposoHy avoided defining the 
roles and nissions of the Services, considering these an administrative 
natter, a function of the Executive Department* Troubles in this area 
rcre partially solved by the Key T7cst Conferences, U-lli liirch, I9U8, 
the Spaatz-Tcwer Eepoi’t, and the IfeHport Conferenco, 20-22 August, I9U8. 

During the summer of 19ljS the Corjnittee on the national Security 
Organization (a task force of the ((Hoover)) Commission on Organization 
of tho Executive Branch of the Grovemmeat) began their hearings under 
the chairmanship of Ferdinand Eberstadt, tlie architect of the organiza- 
tion that was being analyzed* This comittoe submitted its report with 
recommendations to the C<m.ission on ?$ HoveEber, 19)48* 

A stcnary of tlio Eeport and Eccommendations of this Committee fol- 
lows: 

”Tho essence of tho Comedttee’s task was to explore how the products 
of our national security establishment could bo jr?)roved and, at the 
same tine, the costs reduced — how to obtain tlie maximuEi seenpity at the 
ndnimm cost in terms of our resources and liberties* * * 

"• * *Eff iciency sad economy ax-e dependent upon the wisdom and abil- 
ity of the men entmsted -vrith its control and upon a sixirit of mutual 
loyalty, teamwork, and miity of purpose tlircughout the organization* ITo 
organization is any better than the men x’dio run it; a neat oiganizational 
clxart is not a panacea for all ills* Optimum efficiency can be acliieved 
only as tho product of education and experience over a long period of 
time* Evolutionary processes, ratlier than revolutionary ones* * * 

"Our present system, created by the National Sccurily Act of 19U7, 
is a long stop fonrard* In terms of progress, compared with Tdiat exist- 
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ed at the beginning, or even at the end, oX T^orld TTar H, the advanccc 
have been considGrablo, IIoriTcvcr, in tema of socmrlng the legitiiaato 
IntoreErbe of the United States -vTithout tlircat of anilitarisation of our 
society, and finally, in terms of eaxiraun security at minimua cost, the 
present product of the system can be substantially improved. The United 
States is I’nquostionable far better prepared to deal rdth the coEplcx 
problems of foreign and nilitaiy policy, rx>bilization, and national de- 
fense than ever before in time of peaco. The costs, at the same time, 
of its secuidty organisation are enoriuously greater, both absolutely and 
in relation to the national income, tlian over before. 

”Its investigations convinced t^io OomnLtteo tliab there are six 
areas or aspects in -niiich irprovement in the interest of greater effi- 
ciency and econory is both possible and necessary. 

"They involve: 

"1* Strengthening central authority in the military establishmentj 

"2, Overhauling tlxo military budgetj 

“3* Inprovdng tcan,7orIc throughout the National Security Organiza- 

tionj 

"U* Helating scientific research and development more closely to 
strategic planning} 

Expediting plans for civilian. . .mobilization. . ,j 

«6. Niaking adequate provisions for and against ne*T and unconven- 
tional means of wirfarc. 

"The Committee considei-ed and rejected; 

"1. A single military Gloiof of Staff and general staff over all 



three services} 
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’•2. Ucrger of the tlirce lailitary departnents into a single deport- 
Dontj end 

"3* of tho naval air ar:a ’with the air force. 

After receiving the vnrimis CorT’ittee (Task Force) Reports and Re- 
comendations, the Hoover Comission sabaitted its narr famus conposite 
report to Congross on ^ Febraarj*', I 9 I 49 . Its roe emendations frere for 
more authority for the Scci’ctary of Defense including tlic budget eaid 
expenditures, better tcaianork throughout the Hatianal nilitaiy estab- 
lishment, better coordination of medical services, and preparation of 
emergency plans for civilian and industrial mobilisation. The Cctnmiss- 
ion conclndodj 

"Those provisions shoild insure tho fill control and accountability 
of the national lElitary Establishment and tho full siibordination of 
the military to civilian control by establishing the Secretary of De- 
fense as tho principal assistant to the President in military matters, 
responsible to him and to the Coxigrcss for tho conduct, efficiency, and 
and econony of the National Military Establishment, Linos of command 
■would be clear} in'ter service rivalries reduced by the fresh erphasis on 
the singleness of purpose of the total military effort; efficiency pro- 
moted and econoiy achio'vcd tlirough consis'tcnt policy and program, and 
thinaugh centralised control. 

The Ccngrccsional hearings on the aasairdmcnts to tho National Scc- 



21 The CoEmittcc on the National Security Organisation, "Task Force 
Report on National Security Organization, (Washington, D, C,, U, S, 
Go-vemaont Printing Office, January, 19l-,9) pp. 2-9. 

22 CoCTission on Organization of the Executive Branch of ■the Government, 
"The Hoover Commission Report", (New Toric, McGravr-II ill, 19 U9) p, 197. 
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urity Act started soon after the submission of the Comnission Report, 
These hearings produced a replica of the Unification fight -srlth the kmy- 
Alr Force coalition pitted against the Na-vy, Porrostal’s moderation 
saved the day. As a result of these hearings Congress passed the Nat- 
ional Security Act Amendments of 19li9» Public Law 216 — 8lst Congress, 
These AmendiaDnts provided for: 

"Change in cor:?)osition of the Katicaial Scciarity Coxmcil, 

"Conversion of the National Military Establishment into an Exec- 
utive Department, 

"Conversion of the Departments of Arny, llavy, and Air Force to 
military departments in lieu of ex®cuti-\re departments, 

"Provided for a Deputy and throe assistant Secretaries of Defense, 
"Created the i>osition of the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, 
"Increased limit of Joint Staff from 100 to 210, 

"Changed the relationship of the Secretary of Defense to the Mun- 
itions Board and Research and Development Board, 

"Established uniform budgetary and fiscal procedures and oi^ani- 
zations (Title I7)»23/ 

The major significance of the National Security Amendments of 19li9 
was that there was no change in the pattern, i,e,, an organisation by 
evolution at a time of great unrest ly the American populace at the 
realization of the heavy burden of peacetime defense after the sacri- 
fices of the greatest war knovm to man. 

With the exception of minor laws passed Ty the 82nd Congress in 

23 U. S, Congress, "National Security Act Araondmonts of 19l;9" (Wash- 
ington, D, C,, U, S, Government Printing Office, 19 U9) 
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19^2 (The Defense Supply llanagement Agency and Office of Director of 
Installatians), nH -kss quiet on the Defense Oi^anization front until 
the advent of the Rockefeller Report: “Connittee on Department of De- 
fense Organisation” on April 11, 1953 • This ttus followed by President 
Eisenhower’s message to Cesngress on 30 April 1953 on the reorganisation 
of the Defense Organisation including studies on the internal organisa- 
tion of the Service Departiacnts* 

FolloTTing hearings before the Canaittoo on Govoirxacnt Operations 
in Juno, 1953, Reorganization Plan 6 becaiae Insr under provision of the 
Reorganization Act of 19U9, as aiaondcd and placed in effect in the De- 
partment of Defense ly D, 0, D« Directive 5l05*l of 30 June, 1953* 

"In his message to Congress on the Plan, President Eisenhovrer 
enumerated three objectives to bo achieved: 

”1, To clarify linos of authority so as to strengthen civilian 
responsibility. 

"2. Effectiveness trith econoicy. 

"3* To inprovo our machinery for strategic planning. 

As a result of this Reorganization Plan, six now assistant Sec- 
retaries of Defense rrcre added, as staff advisers to the Secretary of 
Defense, absorption of the functions of the Research and Development 
Board, Uunitions Board, Defense Supply Ilanageaent Agency, and office 
of the Director of Installations in the Secretary of Defense’s office, 
transfer of the National Security Resources Board statutory functions 
to the office of Defence Ifobilization, under Reorganization Plan 3 of 

2U John R. Probert, "Pentagon Reorganization: Phase Three", U. S. Naval 
Institute Procoedmgs. (Vol. 8l, No. 1, January 1955) P« ^5 
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19^3) and placed the Joint Staff imder the Chairnan of the Joint Chiefs 
of Staff. 

”In suBETcry, then, the Depar-fcaont of Defense lias bocorjo, Trith Re- 
organisation Plan 6, Ejorc like tlie other executive departments. The 
Secretary's staff has been expanded. • .and authority and responsibi- 
lity has been more precisely located in it, co that it can more effect- 
ively assist him in controUirig •the colossus for Thich he is responsi- 
ble. At the same tine, operations and raich administration have renained 
decentralized under the Service Secretaries. Thou^ the very contro- 
versial transfer of nanasement functions over tire Joint Staff to the 
chairman has reduced the porrer of the other xrenbers of the Joint Chiefs, 
they have not been subaerged or subordinated. 

In his message to Congress subiaitting Pjeorganization Plan 6, ha 
indicated that icprovciaents could be isado in the Departments of the 
Amy, llavy, and Air Force Organizations. Accordingly the Secretary of 
Defense asked each of tlic nili'baiy services to study and report on its 
orcanisational problems nitlr a vicOT tor.,xtrd obtaining greater cffoctivo- 
ncss and ccouoraico nherever possible. 

The following reporrbs vioro suboitted as a result of these studies: 

dates Report: Report of tho Commlt'tco on Organization of -bho De- 

paitacnt of the Havy. l6 April 19^U. 

Da^cs Report: Organization of tho Arry. 18 December,^ 19^3 fol- 

loTAsd by nr +.hO Arry*s Plan for Any Organization, lit Juno 



2^ Ibid, p, 62 








I 



TIhite Report: A Report to the Soc3rctary of tbs Air Force # 

The Eiajor effect of tlieso reports tms the onactaent of a bill by 
Cong3rQSs <xi 3 August, 19^h of a bill authorisins ®^ch Militaiy Depart- 
oent to have tfro additional Assistant Secretaries, 



Chapter VI 



COIICLUSIOII 



The preceding chaptera have traced the evolution of the defense org- 
anization of the United States from the Arjoricon Revolution to the pre- 
sent day* This historical approach has chorna the mderHylng reasons for 
•what is contained in the defense larws and diroctl-ves, and rihat Is not 
contained in the larrs and directi'vcs* With this background, it is poss- 
ible to ponder •the fu-ture possibilities of changes in the Defense Org- 
anization and at the sarie tioe to delve deeper and study the intent of 
the lawnakersj the intent of Congress, in this case* 

T/hat is the intent of Congress as roga 3 rds our Defense Organization? 
The Policy Section of the ’’national Soc'ority Act of I9I+7 as Amended” 
roads as foUorras 

”It is the intent of Congress to pro'vide a corprehensi-ve program 
for the future security of the United S'tatcsj •to pro-vido for tho estab- 
lishment of intcgra'ted policies and procedxires for the departments, agen- 
cies, and functions of the Government relating •bo tho national security} 
•to pro^vide three iidli^bary departments, separately administered, for the 
operation and administration of the Airr.iy, -the llavy (including ila^val Avia- 
tion and the Uni-bed Sta-bes llarine Corps), and the Air Force, Tri-th their 
assigned combat and service components} to pro-vido for thoir authori-ba- 
ti-ve coordination and unified direction under ci-vilian control of the 
Secrc-bary of Defense, but not to merge thorn} to pro-vide for the effcct- 
i've strategic direction of tlie armed forces and for thoir operation 
under unified control and for tlieir in-begration into an efficient toan 
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of Isiid, naval, and air fosrccs but not to establish a single Cliicf of 
Staff over the araed forces nor an armed forces general staff (but tliis 
is not to bo interpreted as applying to the Joint Cliiefs of Staff or 
Joint Staff. ) 

That is a stitiightforward declaration on the part of Congress and 
one that leaves no doubt as to their intentions. And how is this intent 
of CongTCss brought to fruition? By the people In the Organization 
created by the Congress to carry out their policies on national defense. 

The raj or benefit to the caintry of this defense organization has 
been the high level integration of policies and procedures for the fie- 
partments, agencies, and functions of the govemnont relating to the 
national security. The corfilcxity of our modem civilization demands 
a high level integration of our vaidous national policies; foreign, 
rllitary, end economic. Prior to enactrnnt of the national Security 
Act of 19l}7, high level integration of our foreign and military policy 
was haphazard, and as a result our foreign policy often was not backed 
by military reality. This influence of the national Security Council 
and the Defense Department on our national Policies has led to fears 
of militarism, but Congress has always safeguarded this by the checlc- 
roin of civilian control. 

”Thc solo basis for the necessity of civilian control over the 
military is. . .the necessity for elected representatives of the people 
to control a ready-made instrument of great porBcr and potential danger 
in a society. . .In the United States, the Constitution makes very thor- 

26 U. S. Confess, Public Law 2l6 - 8lst Congress, 'Ufatioiral Security 
Act of 19 47 as Amended** Sec. 2 
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ough provision for civilian ccaitrol of the Arned Forces. Surely every 
Anericen knerrrs full rrell that the President is ConE2ander-In--Chicf of 
the U, S, Araed Forces j periiaps not as Trildely xinderstood is the fact 
that corplinentaiy, and probably more pov»rful, control is esoDreised 
by Congress, T^iich is charged •t?ith raising, suj^rting, and regulating 
tlio Armed Forces. Congress has never been backward about carrying out 
this proper and necessary civilian control function. 

Thus the basic philosojdiy of our post "World "War H Defense Organi- 
sation as derived from the lavra of Congress is a bigger voice for the 
Dofense Organization in the dotensination of our national Policies, at 
the same time incroasing the civilian control over the military. 

A possible second major benefit to our comtiy of this relatively 
net' defense organization is faith of the country in the systen duo to 
the evolutionary process by which the organisation care into being. 

Tho long and heavily debated case for unification tras carried out in 
the true democratic traditions of open forum. At the time it nay have 
been foai^ed that the resultant organisation rdght have been hamstrung 
by the bitter pros and cons aired, but acceptance was the ultimate re- 



i x>ossible major benifit to our country is economy of resources 
men, money, and material. One of the major objectives of the National 
Defense Act as amonded is cconony. But any effort to ncasurc or define 
econory in relation to our defense effort has resulted in an czsrciso in 



27 Lt. Col, Anthony Wermuth, U. S, Any, "Civilian Control of tlio Arriod 
Forces”, U. S, Naval Institute Proceedings, Vol. 80, No. 12 (Decem- 
ber i95U)“157T3li3:-l^l45 ^ 
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semantics. Moreover, the question of econos^^ is of a continuing naturo 
rather than an Instantaneous savings* The objective is to preserve the 
peace -without brealcing the coimtiy. 

And Tdiat about the future? If the present trend of centralization 
continues and Parkinson’s holds true, the end result icay be a gov- 

emricntal administrative giant of new and unbelievable proportions. On 
the other hand, the trend torjards centralization of responsibility and 
autliori-ty in the Department of Defense my have passed its zenith. The 
la-best change in "the defense department oiganization T,-as the addition 
of tno assis-bant secretaries in each Service Depaiiment and -the latest 
recommendation is to reduce -bhe nunbor of assistant Secretaries of De- 
fense from nine to six,^^/ This is in contrast to the -theory of Oimo 
Lewis on leaving -ttie Depaidrnnt of In-berior as an Assis-bant Secrctaiy. 

He -was "of the opinion tliat not enough has been added upstairs in the 
structure of the government to talce care of the gx'eat expansion below, 

I thinlc -there should be more assistant secretaries."^®/ 

Ilowe-vcr, Secre-bary of Defense Wilson seems determined to hold the 
line, as evidenced by his refusal to support a proposal to proamte the 
general counsels of each Service Department -to assistant secretaiyships. 

In conclusion, the future of the Defense Organization should be 
one of s-tability. This era of stability diould give each element of the 
Organization a chance -to inpro-vo its performance. And %7i-th improved 

28 The Economist, llo-vcmbcr 19, 19^^ 

29 i Report io Ihic Congress by the Coiarission on Organisation of -the 
Executive Branch of -the Govenment, "Business Organization of the 
Department of Defense" (TTashing-bon D. C., U, S, Go-venxncnt Irin-b- 
ing Office) June, 19^^ p. 21 

30 The Sunday S-tar* Washington D, C., August 19^5 p, A-19 
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pcrformnoo should ccrs& l’r5>ro-ved efficiency — rr.ore defense per tax 
dollar. Assxtning that the trend toward centralisation is over, the 
future emohasis t/UI be on econoity in the long hatil. And the center 
of interest will bo our double AA Jams of ATiation and the Atom. 
Assuming that we have the air power and the stockpile of aton ivcapons 
to annihilate the eneny and Tice versa, is the quantitative differen- 
tial of our destructive poser meaningful? 
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